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How globalised really is European trade? 
 
T.Huw Edwards1. 
 
Using a new set of measures of concentration of trade, I suggest that the opening up 
of trade to date has been greatly exaggerated. At least judging on the basis of trade 
concentration. agriculture and service sectors should barely be seen as globalised at 
all. Contrary to other, recent studies, Europe’s main economies lag behind the USA in 
terms of global openness, and most are behind Japan, Canada and China. The 
Balkans, Poland and the Czech Republic are near the bottom end of  the global 
openness league table. Since there is a strong correlation between concentration of 
trade and poor economic performance, this should be of concern to those countries 
and to the European Union. 
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Economic commentators increasingly stress the internationalisation of most 
economies – summarised as ‘globalisation’ or ‘regionalisation’. On the one hand, 
these phenomena give us the opportunity to take advantage of a wide variety of new 
goods, or of certain goods and services which are now available at a far lower cost 
than previously – who can have failed to notice the sharp fall in the cost of clothing in 
recent years (imported from China), or the Indian voices at the end of many telephone 
answering services? On the other hand, there are fears about loss of unskilled jobs in 
advanced countries2, or about poorly-regulated industries undermining product 
standards or producing pollution.3 
 
On balance, the economic evidence is that economies which are open to trade in 
goods and services tend to perform better over time than those which are not.4 
Economic liberalisations in India and China have transformed those economies in 
recent years, while openness to trade with Europe and incoming foreign direct 
investment has produced an economic transformation in Spain and Ireland, with some 
of the new accession states (notably Estonia) seemingly following on a similar path. 
 
In this short paper, I develop a measure of the concentration of trade, using a 
modification of the Gini coefficient – a popular index used in the economics of 
inequality literature. In section 2, I briefly compare existing measures of global and 
regional integration and concentrate on the finding that, economically speaking, 
European economies are among the most open in the World. In section 3, I outline the 
                                                 
2 See, e.g. Wood (1994), or Freeman (1995). 
3 Mani and Wheeler (1997). 
4 See Winters  (2004). 
Gini-based approach.5 Section 4 extends the analysis to the treatment of home and 
regional bias. Results and league tables, comparing European economies with those in 
the rest of the World, are presented in section 5. This challenges the standard view of 
European openness, particularly as regards the newer EU accession states. 
 
2. Measures of globalisation 
 
As regards the issue of how globalised Europe is in general, it seems there are two 
conflicting viewpoints. On the one hand, some critics see European economies as 
sheltered and inflexible, taking poor advantages of the opening up of international 
trade.6 Against this, others look at data on trade and foreign direct investment and 
argue that European economies are more open and globalised than other advanced 
economies, such as the United States or Japan.  
 
There is simply no agreed method for measuring globalisation. For one thing, 
globalisation can involve far more than just economics – a country can be globalised 
in terms of culture, politics or institutions, as well as foreign investment or trade. 
Globalisation may also be measured either in terms of the degree to which economic 
policy causes the economy to differ from a free trade counterfactual7, or in terms of 
the actual outcome (how open an economy is), which reflects the economic impact of 
geography, history and culture as well as simply economic policy. I concentrate in 
this paper on the latter approach. 
 
                                                 
5 The methodology of this paper is derived from that in Edwards (2006). 
6 Bentolila and Bertola (1990). 
7 See Riezman et al. (2005).  
In recent years, two major statistical exercises have been carried out in assessing the 
extent and development of globalisation – by consultants A.T.Kearney, in 
collaboration with Foreign Policy magazine, and more recently by the Warwick 
Centre for Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation.8 Both sets of indices are 
constructed by weighting a large number of different economic, social and political 
indicators to produce a series of league tables for globalisation. I will concentrate here 
on the economic indicators, though we must bear in mind they represent just one 
aspect of the phenomenon. 
 
The Warwick league table for economic globalisation provides strong support to the 
idea that European economies are among the most globalised in the World, 
accounting in 2001, the most recently-available year, for the top two spots (Ireland 
and Belgium), while the Netherlands, Austria, Sweden and the UK were also in the 
top 20, as were EU accession states Malta, Estonia and Hungary and European 
Economic Area member Switzerland. Germany ranked 21, France 25 and Italy, 49, all 
well ahead of the USA (57) or Japan (93). Western Europe is listed as the most 
globalised region in that year. On overall globalisation, European countries dominate 
the top 20 rankings even more. 
 
However, while this index is wide-ranging, covering many aspects of economic 
globalisation, it is not easily linked to the economic theory of trade openness and 
globalisation. For that reason, I suggest an alternative set of measures, based upon 
trade data only (hence ignoring other aspects of globalisation), but with more 
theoretical underpinning, which is widely-understood by economists, relatively simple 
                                                 
8 The Warwick Globalisation Index is available on http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/csgr/index/. See 
also Lockwood and Redoano (2005). 
to calculate, and which relies as little as possible on arbitrary weightings – the Gini 
coefficient – as a measure of globalisation.9 
 
3. A Gini Coefficient Approach 
 
The Gini coefficient is a means of measuring the concentration of some variable. For 
example, it is most frequently used to measure how concentrated income or wealth 
are, though it has also been applied by economic geographers10 to look at how 
concentrated a particular industry is geographically. The advantage of the Gini 
coefficient is that it summarises in a single number the degree of concentration right 
across the distribution. 
 
The simplest way of understanding the coefficient is when it is applied to wealth. We 
rank all the individuals in the society from the poorest to the richest. We then draw a 
graph – called the Lorenz curve – starting with the poorest individuals, showing 
cumulative wealth against number of individuals. If everyone were equally wealthy, 
then as each additional person is included, they would just add the same increment to 
cumulative wealth, so the curve would always have a constant gradient. By contrast, if 
wealth were concentrated in the hands of a few people, then when you start with the 
poorest, the first few million people might have only negligible wealth between them, 
while the last handful might have a vast fortune. In this case, the graph would be flat 
until you reach the last handful of people. Hence we can contrast two diagrams, 
                                                 
9 The Gini coefficient is also closely related to the Krugman concentration index for geographical 
specialisation in production - A clear explanation is also available online from the German Centre for 
European Integration Studies (ZEI) at http://www.zei.de/download/Phare/data.pdf . 
10 See, in particular, Paul Krugman’s book ‘Geography and Trade’, 1991. 
  
 
 
Figure 1: Lorenz curves for a fairly equal and an unequal distribution of wealth. 
 
The Gini coefficient is the area between the straight, dashed line and the curve, as a 
proportion of the total area under the red line. If income were totally equal, the curve 
would coincide with the dashed line, and the Gini coefficient would be zero, while for 
a totally unequal distribution, the coefficient would be 1. 
 
In the case of applying Gini coefficients to trade, ideally one would wish to rank all 
the firms in the World according to how much they sell in a particular market (say, 
the UK). However, we do not have global firm-level data, so instead I assume that all 
firms within a given country are the same. I then rank countries according to the 
proportion of their total output which is sold in the UK, and plot cumulative sales to 
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the UK against cumulative output. This gives Lorenz curves of the following type, 
which can be produced by sector and importing country: 
Lorenz Curves for food crop sales in UK
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Figure 2: Lorenz curve for sales of food crops to the UK 
The Lorenz curve in Figure 2 corresponds to a Gini coefficient of 0.82, so that 82% of 
the area under the straight line lies above the cumulative sales curve.  
 
4. Home and regional bias in this analysis 
 
Almost regardless of the country in question, trade patterns invariably show strong 
‘home bias’: consumers tend to buy disproportionately from suppliers in their own 
countries.11 Partly this reflects the effects of transport costs and formal trade barriers, 
but there is also an element which is harder to explain, which can be attributed to a 
combination of the layout of transport networks, the presence of regulatory trade 
barriers, the effects of currency conversion costs, cultural and social differences and 
the like.12 
 
                                                 
11 See McCallum, 1995, or Trefler, 1995. 
12 See Obstfeld and Rogoff, 2000. 
In addition, large and established regional groupings often have a significant effect 
upon trade patterns.  
 
One advantage of the Gini method is that it enables us to ‘decompose’ the 
concentration of trade, by approximating the Lorenz curve with a series of segments 
representing a smaller number of regions. For example, we might wish to calculate a 
Gini coefficient based on just two source regions (home and foreign) or, in the case of 
an EU member state, say, three regions (home country, other EU states and rest of the 
World). Figure 3, below, shows how a ‘full’ Lorenz curve, based on all regions, can 
be approximated by curves for three regions. The more closely the curves tally, the 
less will be the difference between the Gini coefficient based upon global trade and 
that based on a regional breakdown only. In this case, while a country may apparently 
be relatively open to trade, the openness may in fact only be to other countries within 
the EU, and its should be seen as regionally, rather than globally integrated in trade 
terms. 
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 Figure 3: Lorenz curve for a home country/other EU/rest of World breakdown of 
suppliers. 
 
If the Gini coefficient calculated across all countries is significantly higher than that 
based upon just 3 segments (as in Figure 3), this indicates that a country trades very 
unevenly either with other countries within its region, or among countries in the rest 
of the World. Examples of this include Ireland, whose trade is dominated by the 
United Kingdom, or Poland, which trades to a large degree with Germany. In both 
cases, analysis of trade concentration based simply upon a home/EU/rest of World 
split will underestimate the degree of geographical concentration of their trade. 
 
5. Results of the analysis 
 
I have carried out some very provisional analysis using data on World trade and 
production for 2001. The data source is the GTAP13 database, though for 
manageability reasons I have aggregated sectors and some countries. Calculations are 
based upon 39 countries or regions and 9 aggregate economic sectors.14 Results are 
shown in more detail in the Appendix. 
 
Some tentative conclusions are: 
 
1. Despite the talk of globalisation, it is so far a very limited phenomenon, at 
least in terms of trade concentration. In all countries, and almost all sectors, 
                                                 
13 The Global Trade Analysis Project, based in Purdue, Illinois. 
14 Described roughly as ‘food crops’, ‘meat and dairy’, ‘minerals’, ‘food products’, ‘light 
manufactures’, ‘heavy manufactures’, ‘textiles’, ‘metals’ and ‘services’. 
sales are geographically very concentrated. Gini coefficients are typically 
between 0.7 and 0.95, which means that producers in some countries have 
much larger shares of particular markets than their output levels might 
indicate. Usually this means that local producers dominate every market. In 
the case of smaller countries, though, it tends to mean the market is dominated 
either by local producers or producers in neighbouring markets. 
What this means is that, in reality, if you compare the shopping baskets 
of consumers in two countries in different parts of the World – say the 
USA and France – you would find there is little correlation between the 
countries of origin of most of the items in the American shopping basket 
and those for the French basket. 
In part, this is because, while transport and communications costs are 
still significant, no country will ever be completely globalised, and the 
more remote a country is, the less globalised it will be. In addition, 
linguistic, ethnic, colonial and cultural ties also tend to impose patterns on 
countries’ trade which mean no market will ever be entirely globalised. 
Given the way globalisation is measured, if any major economy cuts itself 
off from the rest of the World by protectionism, the whole World is less 
globalised on these measures. 
 
2. All sectors had average Gini coefficients of 0.7 or more. Light manufacturing, 
heavy manufacturing and (despite the multi-fibre agreements still in place in 
2001) textiles were the most globalised of the aggregate sectors examined. 
Meat and dairy, food products, food crops and services were the least 
globalised, with average Gini coefficients of over 0.9. This implies that 
agriculture and services can so far hardly be regarded as globalised. This 
partly reflects protection and regulatory barriers. 
  
3. Smaller European countries, such as Belgium and Ireland, are indeed more 
open to trade. However, this overstates the degree of their globalisation for 
two reasons: 
a. They are relatively small countries. Economists have long known that 
smaller countries tend to be more open, other things equal, because 
many goods (or the varieties which individual consumers want) are not 
produced locally. The leading globalisation indices already correct for 
this. However: 
b. These countries also have a pattern of trade which is regionally very 
concentrated. Belgium’s trade, for example, is overwhelmingly 
dominated by its EU neighbours. Ireland also trades heavily with the 
EU in general, but, in particular, its large neighbour the UK still 
dominates its trade.15 In fact, on the rankings here, Ireland is in tenth 
place in terms of globalisation. 
 
4. When a league table is compiled simply comparing the concentration of local 
sales against imports as a whole (left-hand column of Table 1, below), the 
smaller European countries seem to be the most globalised, and the EU 
countries dominate the top half of the table – much as indicated by other 
globalisation indices. By contrast, when we take account of the concentration 
of sales across all countries, the United States rises sharply to become the most 
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globalised economy on average, with Japan also in the top ten (just ahead of 
the UK) and China in 11th position. The EU countries as a whole are widely 
spread out across the table. In other words, while European countries are open 
to trade, this is largely trade with each other. Comparing the overall 
concentration of sales between the USA and the European Union, the former 
appears to be the more globalised. This is in accordance with the anecdotal 
view that the USA is the most competitive marketplace for many 
commodities. 
 
5. The bottom part of the table – the least globalised economies – is dominated 
by poor nations such as India and South Asia or long-term underperformers 
such as Argentina. The recent and prospective EU accession states are largely 
at this end of the table: the Balkan (‘SEEC’) countries are next-to-bottom, 
while Poland and the Czech Republic are also low down.  
While the EU accession states have seen a large surge in trade in recent 
years, since leaving the Soviet bloc and reorientating their economies 
towards the West, this trade is still geographically very concentrated, with 
trade with Germany, in particular, being dominant (accounting for 35-42 
per cent of European imports into Poland, the Czech Republic and 
Hungary). This concentration may be an inevitable result of the early 
stages of liberalising and transforming these economies, but given that 
more geographically concentrated trade tends to be associated with poorer 
economic performance, it should be seen as a medium-term priority of 
these countries, and of the EU as a whole, to diversify their trade 
geographically. This may tend to suggest that Europe needs to adopt a 
more outward-looking overall trade stance, if these regions are to develop 
to their full potential. 
 
Table 1: Summary league tables of globalisation (1=most globalised) 
based on crude averages across 9 sectors. (European countries in bold) 
 
Least home 
domination of trade 
Least home/regional 
Domination of trade 
Greatest overall evenness of 
trade 
1 Belgium   Hungary   USA   
2 Ireland   Belgium   Belgium   
3 Netherlands   OWEur   Netherlands  
4 Austria   Netherlands  EAsia   
5 Hungary   EAsia   Germany   
6 Sweden   USA   MidEast   
7 OtherEU   CzechRep  Japan   
8 Denmark   Ireland   UK   
9 OWEur   MidEast   Canada   
10 Germany   Germany   Ireland   
11 USA   OtherEU   China   
12 Portugal   Japan   OWEur   
13 EAsia   Austria   France   
14 France   SEAsia   Italy   
15 Finland   Turkey   Spain   
16 Spain   Sweden   SEAsia   
17 CzechRep   France   Hungary   
18 UK   UK   Austria   
19 Canada   Spain   OtherLA   
20 Italy   Denmark   Sweden   
21 Greece   Italy   Denmark   
22 MidEast   Portugal   OtherEU   
23 Japan   Finland   OtherAfrica  
24 SEAsia   Chile   Portugal   
25 Turkey   Greece   Australia   
26 Chile   OtherAfrica  Turkey   
27 OtherAfrica   Poland   Finland   
28 Poland   Canada   Greece   
29 OtherLA   OtherLA   Mexico   
30 Mexico   China   CzechRep  
31 China   Australia   Chile   
32 Australia   SAfrica   SAfrica   
33 SAfrica   SEEC   CIS   
34 SEEC   SAsia   India   
35 SAsia   India   Brazil   
36 India   Brazil   Poland   
37 Brazil   Mexico   SAsia   
38 CIS   CIS   SEEC   
39 Argentina   Argentina   Argentina   
 
   
 
 
6. Conclusions 
 
Concentration-based analysis of trade modifies the view of previous studies of global 
integration quite markedly. Most economies are still dominated by locally-produced 
goods, and even where an economy appears to be open, such as Belgium or Ireland, 
its trade is, in fact, dominated by either regional producers or a subset of them. The 
newer EU members, in particular, still seem to have levels of trade concentration 
closer to Latin America or South Asia than to most advanced countries. 
 
These conclusions need to be qualified by the fact that the statistics have been derived 
solely from trade and production data. If production by the offshore subsidiaries of 
transnational corporations were taken properly into account, globalisation would 
undoubtedly be greater than indicated by these estimates. Nevertheless, this study 
does help put in perspective the widespread perception of globalisation. 
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Appendix: Calculated Gini Coefficients by country and industry 
European Comparisons      
 Food Crops   Meat and Dairy  
 Home  Regional Global  Home  Regional Global 
1 UK 0.47 0.66 0.82  0.88 0.91 0.95 
2 France 0.73 0.84 0.91  0.89 0.93 0.95 
3 Germany 0.52 0.73 0.85  0.88 0.92 0.94 
4 Italy 0.77 0.84 0.9  0.8 0.88 0.93 
5 Spain 0.68 0.76 0.87  0.92 0.95 0.96 
6 
Netherlands 0.25 0.42 0.73  0.82 0.91 0.95 
7 Belgium 0.22 0.46 0.76  0.81 0.89 0.95 
8 Portugal 0.62 0.77 0.91  0.87 0.95 0.98 
9 Greece 0.81 0.88 0.93  0.92 0.95 0.98 
10 Denmark 0.54 0.77 0.87  0.88 0.94 0.97 
11 Sweden 0.48 0.76 0.89  0.91 0.95 0.98 
12 Finland 0.67 0.8 0.92  0.95 0.97 0.99 
13 Austria 0.55 0.77 0.9  0.91 0.96 0.98 
14 Ireland 0.55 0.77 0.89  0.92 0.96 0.98 
15 Poland 0.86 0.86 0.95  0.96 0.96 0.98 
16 CzechRep 0.69 0.69 0.9  0.95 0.95 0.99 
17 Hungary 0.82 0.82 0.93  0.72 0.72 0.92 
18 OtherEU 0.61 0.73 0.87  0.92 0.94 0.97 
19 OWEur 0.46 0.46 0.84  0.93 0.93 0.96 
20 SEEC 0.93 0.93 0.96  0.96 0.96 0.97 
21 Turkey 0.91 0.91 0.95  0.91 0.91 0.97 
22 CIS 0.89 0.89 0.9  0.91 0.91 0.92 
23 USA 0.74 0.78 0.85  0.76 0.78 0.79 
24 Canada 0.56 0.8 0.88  0.9 0.93 0.96 
25 Mexico 0.79 0.93 0.94  0.9 0.95 0.95 
26 Brazil 0.86 0.86 0.96  0.97 0.97 0.97 
27 Argentina 0.95 0.95 0.98  0.98 0.98 0.98 
28 Chile 0.92 0.92 0.98  0.93 0.93 0.99 
29 OtherLA 0.84 0.84 0.93  0.95 0.95 0.95 
30 SAfrica 0.86 0.86 0.95  0.96 0.96 0.98 
31 
OtherAfrica 0.84 0.84 0.89  0.94 0.94 0.95 
32 MidEast 0.82 0.82 0.9  0.9 0.9 0.95 
33 India 0.89 0.89 0.9  0.94 0.94 0.95 
34 SAsia 0.91 0.91 0.94  0.98 0.98 0.99 
35 SEAsia 0.83 0.83 0.91  0.93 0.93 0.96 
36 EAsia 0.74 0.74 0.87  0.81 0.81 0.91 
37 Japan 0.76 0.76 0.88  0.84 0.84 0.92 
38 China 0.8 0.8 0.82  0.86 0.86 0.87 
39 Australia 0.93 0.93 0.96  0.97 0.97 0.97 
 
 
 Minerals    Food Products  
 Home  Regional Global  Home Regional Global 
1 UK 0.65 0.66 0.9  0.82 0.88 0.91
2 France 0.13 0.19 0.73  0.8 0.89 0.92
3 Germany 0.19 0.29 0.71  0.8 0.88 0.91
4 Italy 0.16 0.19 0.63  0.82 0.9 0.93
5 Spain 0.15 0.17 0.67  0.82 0.88 0.92
6 
Netherlands 0.18 0.35 0.7  0.62 0.75 0.86
7 Belgium 0.02 0.08 0.72  0.59 0.81 0.9
8 Portugal 0.01 0.02 0.59  0.79 0.89 0.95
9 Greece 0.18 0.22 0.76  0.77 0.9 0.93
10 
Denmark 0.61 0.62 0.94  0.73 0.83 0.91
11 Sweden 0.2 0.32 0.83  0.8 0.91 0.95
12 Finland 0.19 0.28 0.79  0.85 0.93 0.96
13 Austria 0.28 0.29 0.75  0.8 0.91 0.95
14 Ireland 0.08 0.38 0.87  0.66 0.86 0.92
15 Poland 0.58 0.58 0.92  0.94 0.94 0.97
16 
CzechRep 0.4 0.4 0.88  0.88 0.88 0.97
17 Hungary 0.15 0.15 0.86  0.86 0.86 0.96
18 OtherEU 0.16 0.19 0.84  0.77 0.86 0.93
19 OWEur 0.62 0.62 0.84  0.84 0.84 0.93
20 SEEC 0.62 0.62 0.87  0.92 0.92 0.97
21 Turkey 0.24 0.24 0.69  0.93 0.93 0.96
22 CIS 0.85 0.85 0.85  0.9 0.9 0.93
23 USA 0.46 0.55 0.69  0.72 0.73 0.74
24 Canada 0.73 0.75 0.88  0.82 0.87 0.9
25 Mexico 0.92 0.94 0.95  0.92 0.94 0.95
26 Brazil 0.71 0.71 0.9  0.95 0.95 0.97
27 
Argentina 0.93 0.93 0.98  0.96 0.96 0.98
28 Chile 0.54 0.54 0.96  0.93 0.93 0.98
29 OtherLA 0.82 0.82 0.9  0.88 0.88 0.93
30 SAfrica 0.75 0.75 0.93  0.89 0.89 0.96
31 
OtherAfrica 0.85 0.85 0.89  0.85 0.85 0.92
32 MidEast 0.8 0.8 0.82  0.75 0.75 0.88
33 India 0.47 0.47 0.84  0.94 0.94 0.97
34 SAsia 0.69 0.69 0.92  0.9 0.9 0.97
35 SEAsia 0.66 0.66 0.86  0.87 0.87 0.93
36 EAsia 0.34 0.34 0.75  0.79 0.79 0.88
37 Japan 0.17 0.17 0.72  0.81 0.81 0.85
38 China 0.77 0.77 0.84  0.91 0.91 0.92
39 Australia 0.84 0.84 0.93  0.89 0.89 0.94
 
  Light Manufactures   
Heavy 
Manufactures  
 Home  Regional Global  Home Regional Global 
1 UK 0.55 0.64 0.72  0.56 0.7 0.74 
2 France 0.67 0.78 0.82  0.54 0.73 0.77 
3 Germany 0.61 0.68 0.76  0.55 0.67 0.74 
4 Italy 0.74 0.83 0.87  0.61 0.76 0.81 
5 Spain 0.7 0.82 0.86  0.49 0.74 0.79 
6 
Netherlands 0.45 0.55 0.67  0.45 0.65 0.71 
7 Belgium 0.24 0.44 0.62  0.16 0.54 0.62 
8 Portugal 0.63 0.82 0.87  0.52 0.78 0.85 
9 Greece 0.85 0.91 0.94  0.5 0.67 0.75 
10 
Denmark 0.57 0.77 0.87  0.41 0.69 0.78 
11 Sweden 0.67 0.81 0.88  0.44 0.69 0.78 
12 Finland 0.7 0.79 0.87  0.49 0.7 0.8 
13 Austria 0.53 0.72 0.85  0.33 0.64 0.78 
14 Ireland 0.17 0.44 0.67  0.41 0.63 0.73 
15 Poland 0.73 0.73 0.9  0.62 0.62 0.87 
16 
CzechRep 0.55 0.55 0.84  0.49 0.49 0.85 
17 Hungary 0.3 0.3 0.73  0.33 0.33 0.76 
18 OtherEU 0.52 0.71 0.82  0.34 0.59 0.76 
19 OWEur 0.53 0.53 0.82  0.44 0.44 0.76 
20 SEEC 0.8 0.8 0.93  0.72 0.72 0.91 
21 Turkey 0.7 0.7 0.86  0.6 0.6 0.79 
22 CIS 0.87 0.87 0.94  0.85 0.85 0.92 
23 USA 0.52 0.56 0.61  0.53 0.57 0.59 
24 Canada 0.6 0.74 0.78  0.38 0.65 0.68 
25 Mexico 0.59 0.73 0.79  0.59 0.75 0.78 
26 Brazil 0.8 0.8 0.87  0.74 0.74 0.82 
27 
Argentina 0.83 0.83 0.92  0.72 0.72 0.84 
28 Chile 0.69 0.69 0.83  0.5 0.5 0.71 
29 OtherLA 0.69 0.69 0.81  0.58 0.58 0.71 
30 SAfrica 0.68 0.68 0.84  0.66 0.66 0.79 
31 
OtherAfrica 0.78 0.78 0.9  0.51 0.51 0.75 
32 MidEast 0.61 0.61 0.8  0.49 0.49 0.65 
33 India 0.79 0.79 0.92  0.85 0.85 0.9 
34 SAsia 0.84 0.84 0.93  0.59 0.59 0.83 
35 SEAsia 0.49 0.49 0.71  0.58 0.58 0.78 
36 EAsia 0.44 0.44 0.68  0.6 0.6 0.73 
37 Japan 0.72 0.72 0.78  0.77 0.77 0.81 
38 China 0.69 0.69 0.8  0.78 0.78 0.84 
39 Australia 0.68 0.68 0.8  0.57 0.57 0.69 
 
 
 Textiles    Metals   
 Home  Regional Global  Home  Regional Global 
1 UK 0.51 0.62 0.77  0.7 0.75 0.82
2 France 0.42 0.59 0.77  0.73 0.85 0.88
3 Germany 0.41 0.54 0.75  0.68 0.77 0.85
4 Italy 0.65 0.7 0.82  0.76 0.83 0.88
5 Spain 0.57 0.71 0.81  0.69 0.83 0.88
6 
Netherlands 0.2 0.38 0.65  0.5 0.7 0.82
7 Belgium 0.18 0.42 0.62  0.45 0.69 0.8
8 Portugal 0.63 0.85 0.91  0.6 0.83 0.91
9 Greece 0.7 0.82 0.9  0.62 0.7 0.89
10 
Denmark 0.22 0.48 0.71  0.58 0.8 0.9
11 Sweden 0.18 0.49 0.71  0.68 0.82 0.91
12 Finland 0.38 0.66 0.79  0.72 0.83 0.92
13 Austria 0.14 0.54 0.77  0.5 0.74 0.88
14 Ireland 0.15 0.62 0.78  0.47 0.78 0.88
15 Poland 0.64 0.64 0.88  0.72 0.72 0.92
16 
CzechRep 0.53 0.53 0.86  0.64 0.64 0.91
17 Hungary 0.31 0.31 0.78  0.54 0.54 0.89
18 OtherEU 0.47 0.74 0.85  0.6 0.72 0.9
19 OWEur 0.24 0.24 0.76  0.52 0.52 0.83
20 SEEC 0.64 0.64 0.91  0.79 0.79 0.95
21 Turkey 0.79 0.79 0.9  0.54 0.54 0.87
22 CIS 0.83 0.83 0.91  0.9 0.9 0.94
23 USA 0.53 0.55 0.64  0.66 0.68 0.7
24 Canada 0.57 0.62 0.71  0.65 0.79 0.82
25 Mexico 0.78 0.87 0.89  0.78 0.86 0.89
26 Brazil 0.91 0.91 0.95  0.9 0.9 0.94
27 
Argentina 0.87 0.87 0.95  0.83 0.83 0.94
28 Chile 0.73 0.73 0.87  0.79 0.79 0.91
29 OtherLA 0.7 0.7 0.82  0.75 0.75 0.85
30 SAfrica 0.73 0.73 0.86  0.81 0.81 0.92
31 
OtherAfrica 0.68 0.68 0.85  0.62 0.62 0.83
32 MidEast 0.55 0.55 0.77  0.47 0.47 0.74
33 India 0.93 0.93 0.95  0.88 0.88 0.94
34 SAsia 0.76 0.76 0.9  0.77 0.77 0.92
35 SEAsia 0.77 0.77 0.88  0.53 0.53 0.79
36 EAsia 0.51 0.51 0.74  0.68 0.68 0.81
37 Japan 0.68 0.68 0.82  0.81 0.81 0.84
38 China 0.7 0.7 0.77  0.81 0.81 0.86
39 Australia 0.6 0.6 0.79  0.84 0.84 0.92
 
  Services    
 OVERALL AVERAGE 
SCORE 
 Home  Regional Global  Home  Regional Global 
1 UK 0.9 0.91 0.92  0.67 0.75 0.84 
2 France 0.92 0.93 0.94  0.65 0.75 0.85 
3 Germany 0.88 0.89 0.9  0.61 0.71 0.82 
4 Italy 0.92 0.93 0.94  0.69 0.76 0.86 
5 Spain 0.94 0.95 0.95  0.66 0.76 0.86 
6 
Netherlands 0.9 0.91 0.93  0.49 0.62 0.78 
7 Belgium 0.86 0.89 0.91  0.39 0.58 0.77 
8 Portugal 0.96 0.97 0.97  0.63 0.76 0.88 
9 Greece 0.92 0.93 0.95  0.70 0.78 0.89 
10 
Denmark 0.89 0.91 0.93  0.60 0.76 0.88 
11 Sweden 0.91 0.92 0.94  0.59 0.74 0.87 
12 Finland 0.95 0.95 0.97  0.66 0.77 0.89 
13 Austria 0.87 0.89 0.91  0.55 0.72 0.86 
14 Ireland 0.78 0.82 0.87  0.47 0.70 0.84 
15 Poland 0.96 0.96 0.97  0.78 0.78 0.93 
16 
CzechRep 0.91 0.91 0.95  0.67 0.67 0.91 
17 Hungary 0.91 0.91 0.94  0.55 0.55 0.86 
18 OtherEU 0.91 0.93 0.95  0.59 0.71 0.88 
19 OWEur 0.92 0.92 0.95  0.61 0.61 0.85 
20 SEEC 0.95 0.95 0.97  0.81 0.81 0.94 
21 Turkey 0.95 0.95 0.97  0.73 0.73 0.88 
22 CIS 0.94 0.94 0.95  0.88 0.88 0.92 
23 USA 0.63 0.63 0.63  0.62 0.65 0.69 
24 Canada 0.93 0.94 0.95  0.68 0.79 0.84 
25 Mexico 0.96 0.96 0.97  0.80 0.88 0.90 
26 Brazil 0.95 0.95 0.97  0.87 0.87 0.93 
27 
Argentina 0.96 0.96 0.98  0.89 0.89 0.95 
28 Chile 0.94 0.94 0.96  0.77 0.77 0.91 
29 OtherLA 0.95 0.95 0.96  0.80 0.80 0.87 
30 SAfrica 0.96 0.96 0.98  0.81 0.81 0.91 
31 
OtherAfrica 0.92 0.92 0.94  0.78 0.78 0.88 
32 MidEast 0.91 0.91 0.93  0.70 0.70 0.83 
33 India 0.96 0.96 0.97  0.85 0.85 0.93 
34 SAsia 0.96 0.96 0.97  0.82 0.82 0.93 
35 SEAsia 0.9 0.9 0.93  0.73 0.73 0.86 
36 EAsia 0.9 0.9 0.92  0.65 0.65 0.81 
37 Japan 0.85 0.85 0.85  0.71 0.71 0.83 
38 China 0.93 0.93 0.96  0.81 0.81 0.85 
39 Australia 0.95 0.95 0.96  0.81 0.81 0.88 
 
